INTRODUCTION
Tragedy King Lear has always been considered as the best of all Shakespeare's plays. [1] According to Allan Bloom, political philosophy provides a necessary perspective on the problems of Shakespeare's dramas. He believed that any discipline of modern universities can not enjoy the spiritual wealth left by Shakespeare alone, because the university has not been divided into so many different academic disciplines in the Renaissance, but Shakespeare's thought has exceeded the discipline barriers. Therefore, modern university literature department does not enjoy the privilege of understanding Shakespeare's works. Alan Bloom's interpretation has also received response from literary critics, for example, Kiernan Ryan pointed out that "Shakespeare's mightiest tragedy is now colonized by most kinds of poststructuralist, new-historicist, cultural-materialist, feminist, and psychoanalytic criticism." [2] We could not deny that Shakespeare's inner world is a universe, although "we know almost nothing factual about the inner life of Shakespeare." [3] According to Harold Bloom, "Shakespeare is the center of the embryo of a world canon, not Western or Eastern and less and less Eurocentric." [4] II. THE PREMISE OF DIVIDING THE LAND Lear divided his country into three parts and assigned to his daughters by the means of love-test. Both Coleridge and Bradley say that the first scene in King Lear is a nursery tale.
Many critics have also opined that Lear is a vain and foolish king, rash in his judgment and incapable of controlling his emotions. Lear learned the emptiness of worldly glory when he has lost his power, at the same time, he began to embrace the love of Cordelia and he realized that his youngest daughter's love is the one true value in his life. [5] So, we could say that the play charts the growth of Lear's wisdom.
According to Harry V. Jaffa, King Lear is the greatest of all Shakespeare's kings, because we could see that the old monarch at the head of a united Britain not merely England, and at peace not only with all domestic factions, but with the outside world as well in the first scene of King Lear, both France and Burgundy are suitors for the hand of Cordelia. [6] Harry V. Jaffa's review was considered to be "turning point in the criticism of King Lear." [7] But it is full of contradictions in Harry V. Jaffa's argument. On the one hand, Lear was a great king. On the other hand, Lear divided the kingdom in order to keep a balance of power, because Lear's problem is complicated by the fact that he had three daughters but no son, this is the only way to maintain national unity. We all known that monarchy's highest goal is national unity, but Lear imputed the crime of dividing the kingdom. Lear's actions can be regarded as seeking stability but no unity. Even if Lear is the greatest king, and we admitted that "to perpetuate such a rule is an even greater task than to establish it", [8] obviously, Lear destroyed the reunification but no maintain it, he is just trying to get stability. Harry V. Jaffa's interpretation based on imagination, in his opinion, "a balance of power can be better preserved where there are three distinct forces, no one of which can overmatch the other two, than where there are only two forces." [9] Jaffa's explanation secretly affirmed a premise: the battle between Lear's daughters will inevitably arise. The so-called "number two is for strife and the number three is for unity", the argument seems nonsense. As a father, Lear must known Goneril and Regan's collusion, the balance of power between his daughters can not be sustained at all.
In fact, most critics ignored the basic premise which has been hidden behind Lear's behavior of division: the conception of modern nation-state has not been shaped and accepted by most people. In the context, Lear's dividing is no matter with male heir. Even if there are male heirs, the country will be divided into four parts in accordance with dynasty's tradition. Because "Lear's unification of the kingdom was in part due to his ability to secure the adhesion of the lords of these outlying districts through marriage with the royal house." [10] But in the time of modern nation-state, the concept of unity has been deeply rooted in many people's heart. Dynasty country's sealing system has been exceeded, even if the country has no male heirs. For example, the concept of nation-state has been formed in Elizabeth era, so the queen could not be foolish enough to divide the country.
Lear does not suffer any resistance in the division of the kingdom. For example, Kent and Gloucester pay more attention to the division and its equalities. [11] According to Bradley, Lear's original plan was not as absurd as it has been taken to be. For example, Lear never intended to live with his three daughters in turn, but with Cordelia alone. [12] Anyway, we must see that Lear's original plan is still under the premise of dividing. So we could conclude that the British is still a feudal dynasty but never a modern nation-state. The judgment is the basic prerequisite of critiquing the drama. Lear is neither stupid nor wisdom, and the question is not the focus of the drama, only the power alienation formed its theme.
III. THE ALIENATION OF THE POWER
In the history of western thought, it seems established that Hegel, Ludwig Feuerbach, and Karl Marx were the three thinkers who first gave an explicit elaboration of alienation and whose interpretation is the starting point for all discussions of alienation in present-day philosophy, sociology, and psychology. 
